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Lewis-Palmer School District #38
Appeal Letter - FY 2006

BEN 142146

Primary Contact:
Tracey Lehman
Le~s-PalmerSchoolI>~hict#38

146 Jefferson, PO Box 40
Monument, Colorado 80132
FAX: 7194884079
Cell: 719492-1552
tlehman@lewispalmer.org

To Whom It May Concern:

MAR 1 4 Z007

FCC -MAIL~OOM

Le~s-Palmer School I>~trict #38 is appealing the decision to denyfundingfor FRN's
1394758, 1395019, 1395122, 1395333. We have sent th~ appeal to the SLI> and it was
denied. My understanding ~ they do not have the "power" to undo their original
dec~ion and therefore your review is required.

Le~s-Palmer School I>~trict #38 had a technology plan in place during the ~ndow in
question. We have been under selective review and were asked by PIA Kenneth Solomon
to send iriformation regarding the Tech Plan. Kenneth asked me "Please indicate the
date (month, day, and year) on which a 'completed draft' or 'tmal version' ofthe
Technology Plan was first available" (see Attachment 1). In response to th~ request I
sent Kenneth Attachment I and 2A. When Kenneth asked "...was first available ", I
thought he wanted to know when he could get itfrom the Colorado I>epartment of
Education and our State Coordinator, I>eLilah Collins. That due date was April 28,
2006. He misinterpreted my email and thought that we had completed the plan AFTER
the form 470 was filed.

To set the record straight: Lewis-Palmer School District #38 had a tech plan or
working draft in placeprior to the form 470 being submitted.
This clear misunderstllnding is costing this smaU district approximately $46,160.00 in
unfunded FRN's. That is a lot ofmoney that should be coming back to the district

Please also note that when PIA Kenneth was done ~th myfiles I was passed onto PIA Ed
McClain. Ed never asked me questions about my tech plan nor the timing ofits inception!
Mr. McClain was interested in the vendor selection process and bills. The next letter I
received was a I>ENIAL based on not having the Tech Plan completed PRIOR to the form
470. Again, we have had a tech plan in place since before 2003. It gets reviewed
annually.

Additionally I understand that the SECA coordinators have submitted a "petition for the
clarification ofand/or waiver ofE-Rate rules concerning technology plan creation and
approval". The following is an excerpt from that petition. "The State E-Rate Coordinators'
Alliance ("SECA") believes that many ofthese denials are the result ofan unnecessarily strict
interpretation ofthe FCC's technology planning requirements. SECA submits this petition to
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seek clarification and/or waiver ofthese requirements and to suggest an alternative
interpretation that it believes will meet the technology planning objectives of the program, be
fairer to applicants, be easier for USAC to administer, and be more closely aligned with the
technology plan approval activities of the states and their applicants. Specifically, SECA
argues that, as a general rule, applicants with currently approved technology plan should be
deemed complaint with the FCC's existing pre-Form 470 technology plan requirements."

Please evaluate my information and contact me ifyou havefurther questions.

Tracey Lehman
Director ofInstructional Technology
Lewis-Palmer School District #38
Cell: 719.492.1552

You may also contact our State ERATE Coordinator;
Delilah Collins. State ERATE Coordinator
Colorado Department ofEducation
Collins d@cde.state.co.us

Additionally,
I have attached the ORIGINAL tech planfrom window (03/04-05/06) and included the
member names that worked on the plan annually throughout that window.

Lewis-Palmer School District #38 is appealing the decision to deny funding for the
fo110wing Internet Access services:

BEN: 142146
Service Provider Name: Infinite Campus Inc
SPIN: 143029587
FRN: 1394758
471 Application #: 507363
FCD Explanation: A technology plan covering the current funding year was not in place
at the time ofthe filing ofthe Forms 470 and 471. Technology plans are required when
applicants apply fur more than basic wireless and wireline telephone services.

BEN: 142146
Service Provider Name: Customer Acquisition, LLC
SPIN: 143023207
FRN: 1395019
471 Application #: 507363
FCD Explanation: A technology plan covering the current funding year was not in place
at the time ofthe filing ofthe Forms 470 and 471. Technology plans are required when
applicants apply for more than basic wireless and wireline telephone services.

BEN: 142146
Service Provider Name: Trillion Partners, Inc.



SPIN: 143025872
FRN: 1395122
41\ A.\l\l\i.cation #: S()1363
FeD Explanation: A technology plan covering the current funding year was not in place
at the time ofthe filing ofthe Forms 470 and 471. Technology plans are required when
applicants apply for more than basic wireless and wireline telephone services.

BEN: 142146
Service Provider Name: Trillion Partners, Inc.
SPIN: 143025872
FRN: 1395333
471 Application #: 507363
FeD Explanation: A technology plan covering the current funding year was not in place
at the time ofthe filing ofthe Forms 470 and 471. Technology plans are required when
applicants apply fur more than basic wireless and wireline telephone services.



Lehman, Tracey

From:

Sent:

To:

Lehman, Tracey

Friday, JUiy 21, 2006 3:03 PM

'Solomon, Kenneth'

12/13/2006 Page 1

-------_._---_._-., ..~,-

Subject: RE: 142146 Lewis-Palmer School District Foilow up questions _Revised\!

Attachments: letter to kenneth 7-21-06.doc; CDE approval letter 2003-2006.doc

Kenneth,

Here are the answers to question 3... Please reference the attachments. I am working on Question 1 and 2
now and will send those to you shortly.

3) Technology Plan: Please indicate the date (month, day, and year) on which a 'completed draft' or 'final version'
of the Technology Plan was first available. Please indicate who wrote the Technology Plan and/or assisted you with
the development (e.g. the School District, a consultant, an ESA, etc.) and who approved or will approve the Plan.

Thank you,

Tracey

12/13/2006
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KENNETH,

Below references the members of the team that worked on the 06/07 Information
and Communication Technology Plan I sent you. This team worked on the plan
from September 2005 - April 2006. It was due to the Colorado Department of
Education April 28 but we submitted it a week early. (in blue)

Available April 21,2006

Delila Collins is our State ERATE approver. Below is an email that was sent to
me certifying the ERATE component of our plan. (in red). The email was dated
6/30/2006.

Step 3: Review Complete

Congratulations! The Education Technology Unit has completed the FINAL review of
the following section of the ET-1L plan submitted by your district.

E-rate

This section has met the minimum criteria required and is certified by the Colorado
Department of Education, Education Technology Unit. Thank you for the time and effort
put into this plan.

***Please note: Each section will receive a separate certification. ***

Please print this email and retain for your records and keep with your plan. E-rate
certifications will be mailed to you no later than June 30, 2006.

If you have any questions regarding the information received, please
contact the Ed Tech unit at 303.866.6850.

Thank you,

Education Technology Unit
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Lewis-Palmer School District #38 wishes to acknowledge the collaborative
efforts of the following people who served on the 2005-06 District Information
and Communication Team for their countless hours updating the ideas
contained herein and assisting in revising this plan. Their efforts are greatly
appreciated.

Executive Director of Assessment, Research and Technology:

Mr. Raymond Blanch

Executive Director of Curriculum and Instruction:

Mrs. Maryann Wiggs

Information and Communication Members:

Denee Child, Lewis Palmer High School Media Specialist

Lorena Wilder, Creekside Middle School Media Specialist

Tracey Lehman, District Instructional Technology Coordinator

Robert Templin, District Instructional Technology Coordinator

Steve Endicott, Manager of Technology Services

Additional Revision Team Members:

Elementary school media specialists

Elementary school technology specialists

Middle school media specialist



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
201 East Colfax Avenue [Central Office 303.866.6600J
Denver, Colorado 80203-1704 • ww\v'cde.state.co.us William J. Moloney

Commissioner of Education

Roscoe Davidson
Deputy Commissioner

June 11, 2003

Tracey Lehman
Lewis-Palmer School District
PO Box 46
Monument CO 80132

Dear Ms. Lehman:

IJtft7J7I~ 'Fr(TJ"1 tJdldr~d
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On behalf of the Colorado Department of Education, Education Technology Center, I am
pleased to notify you that the Educational Technology and Information Literacy (ET/IL) plan from
Lewis-Palmer School District has been CERTIFIED for the purpose of Year 2003, 2004 and
2005 applications for E-Rate funding. The plan meets the five criteria that are core elements of
successful school and library technology initiatives as required by the Schools and Libraries
Division. This criteria is described on the following website:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/edtech/erate-certif.asp

This certification covers telecommunications and other discounts for services from July 1, 2003
to June 30, 2006 from the Universal Service Fund (USF) under the Telecommunications Act of
1996.

Please note that while the ETIIL plan submitted by Lewis-Palmer School District has been
certified for the purpose of E-Rate, it is still pending CDE approval of the district accreditation,
and formula and competitive funding through Title 11-0 (Enhancing Education Through
Technology) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act ("No Child Left Behind").

Please be sure to visit the CDE E-rate web page to get the latest updates:
http://www.cde.state.co.us/edtech/erate.asp

Sincerely,

Gabriela Perez Medina
Special Projects Coordinator
E-rate, E2T2, & MathStar
CDE Education Technology Center
201 E. Colfax Avenue, Room 206
Denver, CO 80203
Voice: (303) 866-6850 Fax: (303) 866-6735
Email: perez..9@cde.state.co.us

Cde Improving Academic Achievement



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
201 East Colfax Avenue [Central Office 303.866.6600]
Denver, Colorado 80203-1704 • W'WVl.cde.state.co.us

July 1,2006

Tracey Lehman
Lewis-Palmer School District
PO Box 46
Monument CO 80132

RE: eRate Certification

Dear Mrs. Lehman,

William J. Moloney
Commissioner of Education

On behalf of the Colorado Department of Education, Education Technology Unit, I am pleased to
notify you that the Educational Technology and Information Literacy (ET-IL) plan from Lewis­
Palmer School District has been CERTIFIED for the purpose ofE-Rate funding. The plan meets
the five criteria that are core elements of successful school and library technology initiatives as
required by the Schools and Libraries Division. This criteria is described on the following
website: http://www.cde.state.co.us/edtech/erate-certif.asp.

This certification covers telecommunications and other discounts for services from July 1,2006
to June 30, 2009 from the Universal Service Fund (USF) under the Telecommunications Act of
1996.

DeLilah Collins
Special Projects Coordinator
E-rate Coordinator
Education Technology
Office of Learning and Results
Colorado Department of Education
Tel. 303.866.6850
Fax 303.866.6735
collins d@cde.state.co.us

Cde Improving Academic Achievement
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Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Schools and Libraries Universal Service
Support Mechanism

)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 02-6

PETITION FOR THE CLARIFICATION AND/OR WAIVER OF E-RATE RULES
CONCERNING TECHNOLOGY PLAN CREATION AND APPROVAL UNDER THE

SCHOOLS AND LIBRARIES UNIVERSAL SERVICE SUPPORT MECHANISM

Over the past year or so, at least 75 applicants have had their FY 2005 or FY 2006 applications

(involving over 440 FRNs) denied by USAC for not having written technology plans at the time

they filed their Form 470 or Form 471 applications. Typically, the slated reasons for these

denials are expressed in the applicants' Funding Commitment Decision Letters as one of the

following:

A technology plan covering the current funding year was not in place at the time of the filing of
the Forms 470 and 47L Technology plans are required when applicants apply for more than basic
wireless and wireline telephone services.

Documentation indicates that you did not have a written Technology Plan at the time the Form
470 was filed. FCC rules require applicants to have a written tech plan, at the time the Form 470
is filed, if they are seeking discounts for more than basic phone service.



,.

No technology plan covering the current funding year was in place when the Fonn 470 was filed.
A written technology plan is needed if seeking discounts for more than basic phone service.

Additionally, an unknown number of Form 4868 have been rejected - effectively denying
funding on a post-commitment basis - for similar reasons (see further discussion below).

The State E-Rate Coordinators' Alliance ("SECA"i believes that many of these denials are the

result of an unnecessarily strict interpretation of the FCC's technology planning requirements.

SECA submits this petition to seek clarification and/or waiver of these requirements and to

suggest an alternative interpretation that it believes will meet the technology planning objectives

of the program, be fairer to applicants, be easier for USAC to administer, and be more closely

aligned with the technology plan approval activities of the states and their applicants.

Specifically, SECA argues that, as a general rule, applicants with currently approved technology

plan should be deemed complaint with the FCC's existing pre-Form 470 technology plan

requirements.

Background

Since its inception, a key tenet of the E-rate program has been that an applicant request for

discounts on products and services (other than ''basic'' telephone services) be based on a

technology plan. To this end, E-rate rules require that every applicant have a technology plan

that encompasses five core components and that the plan be approved by a USAC-certified

technology plan approver.

I The SECA organization is comprised of individuals providing statewide E-rate coordination activities in 43 states
and territories. Representatives of SECA typically have daily interactions with E-rate applicants to provide
assistance concerning all aspects of the program. SECA provides face-to-face E-rate training for applicants and
service providers and serves as intermediaries between the applicant and service provider communities, the
Administrator, and the Federal Communications Commission (FCC or Commission). Furthermore, several
members of SECA work for and apply for E-rate on behalf of large, statewide networks and consortia that further
Congress' and the FCC's goals ofproviding universal access to modem telecommunications services to schools and
libraries across the nation. In addition to the roles as State E-rate trainers and coordinators, most SECA members
also provide the following services to the program: technology plan approval; applicant verification assistance to the
Administrator's Program Integrity Assurance (pIA) Division; verification to the Administrator of applicable state
laws confirming eligibility of certain applicant groups; contact of last resort to applicants by the Administrator; and
verification point for free/reduced lunch numbers for applicants. Hence, SECA members are thoroughly familiar
with E-Rate regulations, policies and outreach at virtually all levels of the program.

2



For several years, prior to the release of the FCC's Fifth Report and Order (FCC 04-190) on

August 13, 2004, there had been some confusi.on regarding the requi.red ti.mi.ng of the

development and approval of a technology plan. Regarding the approval date, early FCC rules

specified that a plan must be approved before the filing of a Form 470 for a given funding year.

Consistent with certifications in FCC Form 470 and FCC Form 471, however, USAC procedures

required only that a plan be approved by the start of services - normally July I of the funding

year.

In its Fifth Report and Order, the FCC resolved any remaining Wlcertainty concerning the

required approval date by stating:

56. Technology Plan Timing. We revise section 54.504(b)(2)(vii) so that applicants with
technology plans that have not yet been approved when they file FCC Form 470 must certify that
they understand their technology plans must be approved prior to the commencement of service.
In making this change, we recognize that the timing of technology plan approval in particular
states and localities may not coincide perfectly with the application cycle of the schools and
libraries support mechanism. At the same time, we emphasize that applicants still are expected to
develop a technology plan prior to requesting bids on services in FCC Form 470; all that we are
deferring is the timing of the approval of such plan by the state or other approved certifying body.
Second, we amend our rules to require that applicants formally certify, in FCC Form 486, that the
technology plans on which they based their purchases were approved before they began to receive
service. This revision conforms our rules to the current instructions for filing FCC Form 470 and
is consistent with the views of commenters. The revision permits applicants to meet our
technology plan requirements as long as their technology plans will be approved before they
begin receiving service. It also ensures that applicants formally confirm that their technology
plans were approved when service begins.

Formal resolution of the plan approval date requirement was both a welcome and practical

development. Over the course of the E-rate program's development, state departments of

education (and other school and library organizations) had largely institutionalized the

technology plan approval process geared to a July I approval deadline - typically requiring the

submission of plans for review in the early spring. Had the FCC insisted upon plan approval

prior to the filing of a Form 470, state approval procedures and schedules would have all had to

be recast.

Although the FCC's Fifth Order resolved the requirements for technology plan approval, it did

little more than reiterate the expectation that an applicant " ...develop a technology plan prior to

requesting bids on services in FCC Form 470." The Order, however, did not specifY any

3



requirement as to the level of plan development at that stage in the funding cycle, nor did it

establish any requirement that an applicant document the date on which a plan was "developed."

The importance in claritying the pre-Form 470 technology plan requirement has become

increasingly evident as demonstrated by USAC's new Form 486 reviews. While USAC does not

publicly reveal many of its procedures, it appears that USAC is randomly selecting certain Form

486s for technology plan review. An applicant, so selected, is being asked to provide:

I. Confirmation that the applicant has an approved technology plan consistent with the
products/services requested and for the period of service for which discounts are sought.

2. A copy of the technology plan approval letter issued by an SLD-certified technology plan
approver.

3. A written statement specifying the "creation date" (month/year) of the associated
technology plan(s) - which presumably must be on or before the date on which the
applicant's Form 470 was posted?

Any applicant who "fails" a tech plan review receives a Form 486 Rejection Letter, effectively

putting the applicant's funding in limbo. The applicant will have already received a positive

funding commitment decision but, unless and until the applicant's Form 486 is accepted, USAC

will not process invoices for the associated FRNs. As a practical matter, therefore, an

uncorrectable Form 486 rejection is equivalent to a denial.

Discussion

As a matter of policy and procedure, SECA takes no issue with a requirement that an applicant

be able to confirm and/or document that it has an approved plan. As discussed above, the

existence ofan approved technology plan by the start of service is a longstanding requirement of

the program, and the requirement to retain a copy of that plan and the associated approval letter

is clearly stated in the FCC's Fifth Order.

2 It should be noted that he term "creation date" does not appear in any FCC regulations covering technology plans
or in the technology plan information on the SLD website. A technology plan is a living, evolving document.
Except when first completed, there is no follow-up "creation date." Thus the term "creation date" is confusing and
misleading. The FCC should direct USAC to use the term "updated draft date:'

4



The issue of proving and documenting that a technology plan had been developed prior to the

filing of a Form 470, however, is much more problematic. SECA has the following concerns:

I. FCC rules do not specify - and USAC has provided little guidance regarding - the

degree to which a non-approved technology plan must be "developed" prior to filing a

Form 470.3

2. Until USAC began asking selected applicants for the creation date of their plans, there

had been no indication that any applicant should make note of that date, much less that

they might be required to produce an unapproved copy of the plan as ofthat date.4

3. As being administered by USAC, Form 486 tech plan reviews are particularly

troublesome for any consortium leader who, if not operating under consortium-wide

technology plans, is being asked to provide evidence that all its members had developed

technology plans before the consortium filed their Form 470s. For the consortium, which

is already collecting LOAs and Form 479s and is tracking technology plan approvals for

its members, this is an unacceptable additional burden.5

4. The pre-Form 470 technology plan requirement is being applied to a relatively small

percentage ofapplicants subject to Selective Reviews, audits, or Form 486 reviews. As a

practical matter, SECA suspects that most applicants, not operating under multi-year

technology plan approvals, would have a difficult time meeting USAC's strict

interpretation of pre-Form 470 plan development 9-10 months prior to the start of a

funding year. Resulting Form 471 denials and Form 486 rejections, therefore, appear

arbitrary and capricious.

J USAC guidelines do stress that the pre-Fonn 470 technology plan must explicitly cover the entire furthcoming
funding year, but such guidance is not currently reflected in any FCC Order.

4 We note that Para. 48 of the FCC's Fifth Report and Order indicates under the "Pre-bidding Process" bullet that
"[b]eneficiaries must retain the technology plan and technology plan approval letter," but this language appears to
refer to the approved technology plan associated with the approval letter, rather than to any developmental plan.

5 We are aware, for example, of at least one large consortium application with over 800 schools and libraries that
has been in a Fonn 486 tech plan review status for over six months, delaying payment of over $4 million. The
consortium lead stalThas spent 40-60 hours confinning hundreds of consortium member technology plan draft dates,
"creation" dates, approval dates, etc., to address constantly changing requests from the Fonn 486 reviewer.

5



SECA asks, therefore, that the Commission review and claritY its rules with regard to the level of

technology planning required before an applicant - whether it be a single school or library, a

consortium, or even a state - posts a Fonn 470.

As an alternative to USAC's apparent interpretation, as reflected in its current review, denial,

and rejection procedures, SECA suggests the following technology planning guidelines that it

believes would better meet the spirit, intent, and letter of the FCC rules:

I. As a general rule, any school or library applicant operating under an approved technology

plan at the time it files a Fonn 470 would be deemed to be compliant with the FCC's pre­

bidding planning rules for the forthcoming funding year.6

Such a general rule would recognize, as a practical matter, that most changes in

technology strategy are evolutionary rather than revolutionary. This is particularly true

with regard to many E-rate eligible services that are ongoing in nature such as

telecommunications, Internet access, and equipment maintenance services.

Acceptance of currently approved plans as a pre-Fonn 470 filing condition would permit

most applicants to undertake more thorough and timely revisions to expiring plans the

following spring, more in line with the plan review schedules of many state agencies. It

would also eliminate incentive to produce virtually useless pro fonna updates the

preceding fall, at time when their current year applications may have not yet been

approved, solely for E-rate compliance purposes.

Applicants would still be required to have an approved plan by the start of service.

2. As exceptions to the general applicant rule:

a. Any applicant planning to introduce a new technology initiative not covered in its

existing plan would, upon request, be responsible for demonstrating that it was

following the evaluation component ofits current plan. Failure to so demonstrate,

documented by a plan addendum, would jeopardize funding related only to the

new initiative, not to ongoing needs.

6 Specifically, an applicant's compliance would be assured even if its plan's approval is set to expire 9-10 months
hence at the end ofthe current year.

6
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b. Any applicant without a currently approved technology plan (e.g., a new E-rate

applicant), would be responsible for preparing at least a draft technology plan

addressing all five core components and covering the upcoming funding year

prior to filing its first Form 470.

3. Statewide and/or consortium applicants should not be subject to pre-Form 470

technology plan requirements. In particular:

a. A state contracting entity, filing a Form 470 in connection with state master

contracts that may be used by E-rate applicants for a variety of eligible products

and services, should not itselfbe subject to any technology plan requirements.

Most specifically, we believe that it is both unnecessary and impractical to require

state agencies to track the technology plan status of all possible applicants who

might or might not use the resulting state contracts. Furthermore, we see no real

need or value in requiring a technology plan from state contracting agencies

themselves, especially since most are not E-rate eligible and are not filing their

own Form 471s.

Any applicant using a state master contract, however, would be required to have

an approved (or draft) technology plan in place at the time it filed its Form 471.

Such a plan should cover the services reference in the state master contract.

b. A consortium, not operating under its own consortium-wide technology plan,

should be permitted to rely upon the technology plan status of each of its

members when the consortium files a Form 470. As such, USAC procedures

should be limited to a review of consortium member Letters of Agencies

("LOAs") if such LOAs contain appropriate certifications on technology plan

status consistent with the suggested guidelines provided above.

Besides being fairer to the applicants and streamlining USAC's administrative procedures, one

other major advantage of this approach would be to clearly align it with most states' existing

technology plan procedures and review schedules. Given the importance of these organizations

to the efficient and effective administration of the technology planning aspects of the E-rate

program, such coordination is critical.

7



Regardless of whether the FCC clarifies its pre-Form 470 technology plan requirements along

the lines suggested above, SECA asks that it waive any stricter interpretations with respect to

applicants operating under approved technology plans whose related FY 2005 and FY 2006

Form 471 applications had been denied or Form 486s had been rejected or are currently under

review. Whether or not those decisions have been appealed, we urge the Commission to instruct

USAC to review and reverse all denials and rejections traceable to applicant confusion on pre­

Form 470 technology planning and documentation requirements.?

Respectfully submitted:

Is! Gary Rawson

Gary Rawson
Chairman
State E-Rate Coordinators' Alliance
Mississippi Department for ITS
301 N Lamar Street, Suite 508
Jackson, MS 39201
(601) 359-2613
Garv.Rawson@its.state.ms.us

February 21, 2007

7 Because the nwnber ofFonn 471 denials is limited and well-defined by the denial status memo language, and the
Fonn 486 rejections are preswnably well-docwnented in a USAC database, the administrative burden of such a
review should not be overly burdensome.

8



Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

Tracey Lehman
LEWIS-PALMER SCHOOL DIST 38
146 JEFFERSON STREET
PO BOX 40
MONUMENT, CO 80132

Re: form 471 A~plication Number: 507363
Billed Ent1ty Number (BEN): 142146
Billed Entity lCC RN: 0011609906
Applicant's form Identifier: Ipsd_All

December 5, 2006

lUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION LETTER
(Funding Year 2006, 07/01/2006 - 06/30/2007) ~

AI J.- fu/'lj~
I,o'j f[{r

cJ';J

Include the following to identify the

Thank you for your Funding Year 2006 application for Universal Service Support and for
any assistance you provided. throughout our review. The current status of the funding
request(s) in the Form 471 application cited above and featured in the Funding Commitment
Report(s) (Report). at the end of this letter is as follows.

- The amount, $33,542.60 is "Approved."
- The amount, $46,180.66 is "Denied."

Please refer to the Report on the page following this letter for specific fund1ng request
decisions and explanat10ns. The Universal Serv1ce Adm1nistrative Company (USAC) is also
sending this information to your service provider(s) so preparations can begin for
implementing your approved discount(s) after you file Form 486 (Receipt of Service
Confirmation Form). A guide that provides a definition for each line of the Report
precedes the Report.

A list of Important Reminders and Deadlines is included with this letter to assist you
throughout the application process.

NEXT STEPS

Work with your service provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or
if ¥ou will request reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full

- Rev1ew technolog¥ planning approval requirements
- Review CIPA requ1rements
- File Form 486
- Invoice USAC using the Form 474 (service provider) or Form 472 (Billed Entity) - as

products and serV1ces are being delivered and billed

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

If you wish to appeal a decision in this letter, your appeal must be received by USAC or
postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this requirement
will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of appeal:

~. Include the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and (if available) email
address for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal with us.

2. State outright that ¥our letter is an appeal.
letter and the decis10n you are appealing:
- Appellant name, .
- Applicant name and service provider name, if different from appellant,
- Applicant BEN· and Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN),
- Form 471 Application Number 507363 as assigned by USAC,
- "Funding Commitment Decision Letter for Funding Year 2006," AND

Schools and Libraries Division ~ Correspondence Unit,
100 South Jefferson Road, P.O. Box 902, Whippany. New Jersey 07981

Visit us online at: www.usac.orgjsl
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IMPORTANT REMINDERS & DEADLINES

Form 471 Application Number: 507363
Billed Entity Number: 142146
Name of Billed Entity: LEWIS-PALMER SCHOOL DIST 38

YOUR NEX~ ST~PS IN THE APPLICATION PROCESS: following are steps to assist you through
the appllcatlon profess. ~eb page URLs are included fo facilitate access to additional
~nformat~on on USAC s webs~te.

REVIEW TECHNOLOGY PLANNING REQUIREMENTS - Program rules require a technology plan based
on an assessment of needs and that those plans be approved before the start of services.
See Develop a Technology Plan" at htt~://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step02/for
~nformat~on about technology plan requ~rements and approvals.

REVIEW CHILDREN'S INTERNET PROTECTION ACT (CIPA) REQUIREMENTS - CIPA compliance is
required for requests for Internet Access, Internal Connections and Basic Mahntenance
discounts. For information abRut CIPA requirements and certifications see Children's
Inte,net Protection Act (CIPA) .at http,//www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step10/cipa.aspx
for ~nformat~on about CIPA ana ~ts requ~rements.

FILE FORM 486 - You must notify USAC of the start of serviceL the name of your USAC­
nertified technology plan npprover and your compliance with ~IPA on Form 4B6. See
Begin Receipt of Services on our webs1te at http://www.usac.org/s1/applicants/steplO/.

FORM 486 DEADLINE - The Form 486 must be postmarked no later than 120 days after the
Service Start Date featured in the Form 486 Notification Letter or no later than 120
days after the dat" of the Funding Commitment Decision Letter, whichever is later.
Use the "Deadlines calculator on our website at http://www.usac.org/sl/tools/deadlines
to calculate your Form 486 deadline.

INVOICE USAC - After eligible services have been delivered invoice USAC to request
reimbursement 0h approved diRcounts. For information about requesting reimbursement
from USAC, see Invoice USAC' on our website at http://www.usac.org/sl/app1icants/stepl1/.

INVOICE DEADLINE - Invoices must be postmarked no later than 120 days after the last date
to receive service - inclUding extensions - or 120 days aften the date of the Form 486
Notification Letter, whichever is later. Use the "Deadlines calculator on our website
at http://www.usac.org/sl/tools/deadlines to calculate your invoice deadline.
DOCUMENT RETENTION - Documents related to the receipt of discounts must be retained for
nt least five years after the laNt day of service delivered. For more information, see
'Document Retention Requirements on our website at
http://www.usac.org/sl/about/document-retention-requirements/default.aspx.
OBLIGATION TO PAY NON-DISCOUNT PORTION/FREE SERVICES ADVISORY - Applicants are required
to pay the non-discount portion of the cost of the products and/or services. Service
~roviaers are reqHired to bill applicants for the non-diNcount portion. For further
~nformation, see Obligation to Pay Non-Discount Portion on our webRite at
http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step11/obligation-to-pay.aspx and Free Services
Adv1sory at http://www.usac.org/sl/applicants/step06/free-services-advisory.aspx.

SUSPENSION AND DEBARMENT - Persons who have been convicted of criminal violations or
held civilly liable for certain acts arising from their participation in the Schools
and Libraries Program are subject to suspension and debarment from the program. More
infRrmation and a current list of persons who have been suspended or debarred is posted
in Suspensions and Debarments" on our website at
http://www.usac.org/sl/about/suspensions-debarments.aspx.

COMPLETE PROGRAM INFORMATION - including ~ore information on these reminders - is posted
to the Schools and Libraries area of USAC s website at www.usan.org/sl. You may also
contact our Client Service Bureau using the Submit a Question link on our website,
toll-free by fax at 1-888-276-8736 or toll-free by phone at 1-888-203-8100.



- The exact text or the decision that you are appealing.

3. Please keep your letter to the point, and provide documentation to support your
appeal. Be sure to keep a copy of your entire appeal, including any correspondence
ana documentation.

4. If Y9u are the applicanth plrase proVide a copy of your appeal to the service
prov~der(s) affected by uSAC s deCISIon. If YOU are the service Pfovider, please
provlde a copy of your appeal to the applicant(s) affected by USAC s decision.

5. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal.

To submit your appeal to USAC by email, email your appeal to
appeals@sl.universalservice.org. USAC will automatically reply to incoming emails
to confirm receipt.

To submit your appeal to USAC by fax, fax your appeal to (973) 599-6542.

o subm1 ur a on paper, sen appeal to:

Letter of Appeal ~
Schools and Libraries Division - Correspondence Unit
100 South Jefferson Road
P.O. Box 902
Whippany, New Jersey 07981

Wh1 ith USAC first, you have the option of
filing an appeal directly W1t the Federa Communications Commission (FCC). You should
refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. Your appeal
must be received by the FCC or postmarked w1thin 60 days of the date of this letter.
Failure to meet th1s reguirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal.
We strongly recommRnd tnat you use the electronic filing options described in the
'Appeals Procedure posted 1n the Reference Area of our website. If you are submitting

your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office 6f the Secretary,
~45 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554.

NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS AVAILABILITY

An applicants' receipt of funding commitments is contingent on their compliance with all
statutory, regulatory, and procedural requirements of tne Schools and Libraries Program.
Applicants who have received funding commitments continue to be sUbject to audits and
other reviews that USAC and/or the FCC may undertake periodically to assure that funds
that have been committed are being used in accordance with all such requirements. USAC
may be required to reduce or cancel funding commitments that were not 1ssued in
accordance with such requirements, whether due to action or inaction, including but not
limited to that by USAC, the app11cant, or the service provider. US~C, and other
appropriate authorities (includ1ng but not limited to the FCC), may pursue enforcement
actions and other means of recourse to collect improperly disbursed funds. The timing
of payment of invoices may also be affected by the availability of funds based on the
amount of funds collected from contributing telecommunications companies.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company
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We
A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

A report for each funding request in your application is attached to this letter.
are providing the follow~ng definitions for the items in that report.

FORM 471 APPLICATION NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application
by USAC.

FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER fFRN): .A Funding. Request Number is assign~d by USAC to each
Block 5 of your Form 47. Th~s number ~s used to report to appllcants and service
providers the status of individual funding requests submitted.

FUNDING STATUS: Each ERN will have one of the folloWing statuses:

1. "Funded" - the FaN is approved for support. The funding level will generally be the
level r~quested ~nless USA9 determinea during the application review process that
some adJustment 1S appropr~ate. '

2. "Not Funded" - the FRN is one for which no funds were committed. The reason for the
decision will He briefly lixplained in the "Funding Commitment Decision Explanation."
An FRN may be Not Funded' because the request does not comply with program rules, or
because the total amount of funding available for the Funding Year was 1nsufficient
to fund all requests.

3. "As Yet Unfunded" - a temporary status assigned to an FRN when USAC is uncertain at
the time the letter is sent about whether sufficient funds exist to make commitments
for requests for Internal Connections Other than Basic Maintenance or Basic Maintenance
of Internal Connections at a particular discount level. For example, if your
application included requests for discounts on both Telecommunications Services and
Internal Connections, you might r,eceive a letter with f,und~ng commitments ~or your
Telecommunications Servi~es funding requests and with ~n As Yet Unfunded status
on your Internal Connect~ons requests. You would rece~ve one or more subsequent
letters regarding the funding decisions on your Internal Connections requests.

CATEGORY OF SERVICE: The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shown
on your Form 471.

FORM 470 APPLICATION NUMBER: The Form 470 Application Number associated w~th this FaN
from Block 5, Item 12 of the Form 471.

SPIN (Service Provider Identification Number): A unique number assigned by USAC to
service providers seeking payment from the Universal Service Fund Programs. A SPIN
is also used to verify del1very of services and to arrange for payment.

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service prOVider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number of the contract between the eliqible party and the service
prOVider, if a contract number was prOVided on your Form 471.

BILLING ACCOUNT NUMBER: The account number that your service prOVider has established
with you for billing purposes, if a Billing Account Number was provided on your Form 471.

SERVICE START DATE: The Service Start Date for this FaN from Block 5, Item 19 of your
Form 471.

CONTRACT EXPIRATION DATE: The Contract Expiration Date for this FRN from Block 5,
Item 20b of your Form 471, if a contract expiration date was provided on your Form 471.

~ITE IDENTIFIE~: The Entity Number listed in Form 471, Block 5, Item 22a for
site specific FRNs only.

NUMBER OF MONTHS RECURRING SERVICE PROVIDED IN FUNDING YEAR: The number of months of
service that has been approved for the funding year, for recurring services.

ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT FOR ELIGIBLE RECURRING CHARGES: Eligible monthly pre-discount
amount approved for recurring charges multiplied by number of months of recurring service
approved for the funding year.

ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT FOR ELIGIBLE NON-RECURRING CHARGES: Annual eligible
non-recurring charges approved for the funding year.

PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT: Amount in Form 471, Block 5, Item 231, as determined through the
application review process.

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 3 of 9 12/05/2006



DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY USAC: The discount rate that USAC approved for this
service.
FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION: The total amount of funding that USA9 has reserved to
reimburse your service provider for the approved discounts ,for th~s serV1ce for this
funding year. It is important tha~ both you and your se,v~ce prov~der recogn~ze that
USAC should be invoiced and that d~sbursement of funds w~ll be made only for el~gible,
approved services actually rendered.

l1\lNDING COMMlTMENT DECISION EXl?LAN~ThON, This ent.ry provides an explanation of t.he amount
in the "Funding Commitment Decision.

~CDL DATE: The date of this Funding Commitment Decision Letter (~CDL).

WAVE NUMBER, The wave number assigned to ~CDLs issued on this date.

LAST ALLOWABLE DATE FOR DELIVERY AND INSTALLATION FOR NON-RECURRING SERVICES: The last
date approved by the FCC for delivery and installation of eligible non-recurring services
(e.g" eq~ipment). (The last allowable date for delivery and ~nstallation of recurring
serv~ces ~s always the last day of the fund year, that ~s, June 30, 2007 for Funding
Year 2006.)
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Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007

1394511

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT
Billed Entity Name: LEWIS-PALMER SCHOOL DIST 38

BEN: 142146
Funding Year: 2006

Form 471 Application Number: 507363
Funding Request Number: 1394463
Funding Status: Funded
Category of Service: Telecommunications Service (-
Form 47U Application Number: 754090000552057
SPIN: 143005231
Service Provider Name west Corporation ct' 1/):>
Contract Number: MTM vvt:
Billing Account Number: ,~~~~~-­
Service Start Date: 07/01/200
Contract E~iration Dale: 06/30/2007
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $34,946.52
Annual Pre-discount Amount for El" Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amount: $34,946.
Discount Percentage Approv y the USAC: 0%
Funding Commitment Dec~si : $13,978.61 - N approved as submitted
Funding Commitment Decisi n lan' FRN moa~fied in accordance with a RAL
request.

FCDL Date: 12/05/2006
Wave Number: 033
Last Allowable Date for

Funding Request Number:
Funding Status: Funded
CategorY of Service: Telecommunications Service
Form 470 Application Number: 754090000552057
SPIN: 143000071
Service Provider Name: ICG Telecom Group, Inc.
Contract Number: MTM
Billing Account Number: 7194884700
Service Start Date: 07/01/2006
Contract Expiration Dale: 06/30/2007
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $19,339.20
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amount: $19,339.20
Discount Percentage Approve the USAC: 4
Funding Commitment Dec~sio : $ ,735.68 - approved as submitted

FCDL Date: 12605/2006
Wave Number: 33
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC
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for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007Delivery and Installation

1394546

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT
Billed Entity Name: LEWIS-PALMER SCHOOL DIST 38

BEN: 142146
Funding Year: 2006

Form 471 Application Number: 507363
Funding Request Number: 1394521
Funding Status: Funded
Category of Service: Telecommunications Service
Form 470 Application Number: 57
SPIN: 143024740
Service Provider Name: Affinity Telecom, c. dba C-Com
Contract Number: MTM
Billing Account Number:~~--------­
Service Start Date: 07/01/2006
Contract Expiration Date: 06/01/2007
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $3,338.88
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eli' e Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amount: $3,338.88
Discount Percentage Approve y the USAC: 40%
Funding Commitment Dec~sio : $1,335.55 - RN approved as submitted

FCDL Date: 12605/2006
Wave Number: 33
Last Allowable Date for

Funding Request Number:
Funding Status: Funded
Category of Service: Telecommunications Service
Form 470 Application Numbe . 2057
SPIN: 143000893
Service Provider Na : Nextel West Corp
Contract Number: MT
Billing Account Numbe . 71948847
Service Start Date: 07/
Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2007
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $21,510.24
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amount: $21,510.24
Discount Percentage Approved e USAC: 0%
Funding Commitment Dec~sio. ,604.10 - RN approved as submitted

FCDL Date: 126°5/2006
Wave Number: 33
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007
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finite Cam

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT
Billed Entity Name: LEWIS-PALMER SCHOOL DIST 38

BEN: 142146
Funding Year: 2006

Form 471 Application Number: 507363
Funding Request Number: 1394758
Funding Status: Not Funded
Category of Service: Internet Access
Form 47D Application Nu 000552
SPIN: 143029587
Service Provider Name:
Contract Number: MTM
Billing Account Number: 719 488 4700
Service Start Date: 07/01/2006
Contract Expiration Date: 06/3012007
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amount Eligible Recurring Charges: $7,800.00
Annual Pre-discount Am or 'gib1e Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amount: 800.00
Discount Percentag e USAC: N1A
Funding Commitment SL: .00 - Selective - Tech Plan Required
Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: A technology plan covering the current
funding year was not in place at the time of the filLng of the Forms 470 and 471.
Techn9logy plans are required when applicants apply for more than basic wireless and
wLrelLne telephone serVLces.

FCDL Date: 12/05/2006
Wave Number: 033
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007

Funding Request Number: 1395019
Funding Status: Not Funded"
Category of Service: Internet Access
Form 470 ,"pplication Nu..m,,:::b.:e:r:..,'_7:.::5~4~0.:9.:::.0::.00:c;0""5,-,5",2,,,0.:::.5:...7--,_ ....SPIN: 143023207 _
Service Provider Name: ustomer Acquisition, LLC
Contract Number: MTM
Billing Account Number: N A' '
Service Start Date: 07/01/2006
Contract Expiration Date: 06/3012007
Number of Months Recurrin Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amo Eligible Recurring Charges: $8,651.
Annual Pre-discount ount for ligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amoun : $8,651.64
Discount Percentage ve ' the USAC: N1A
Funding Commitment Dec 0: .00 - Selective - Tech Plan Required
Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: A technology plan covering the current
funding year was not in place at the time of the filLng of the Forms 470 and 471.
Techn910gy plans are required when applicants apply for more than basic wireless and
wLrelLne telephone servLces.

FCDL Date: 12/05/2006
Wave Number: 033
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007
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66342

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT
Billed Entity Name: LEWIS-PALMER SCHOOL DIST 38

BEN: 14214&
Funding Year: 2006

form 471 Application Number: 507363
funding Request Number: 1395122
Funding Status: Not Funded
Category of Service: Internet Access
Form 470 Application
SPIN: 143025872
Service Provider Na ,-,:~~r~i~l~l~i~o~n;:;p~a~r~t:n=e=r=s:=::=I~n,:::!.Contract Number: n/a ..
Billing Account Number: 719
Service Start Date: 07/01/200&
Contract ·Expiration Date: 05/15/2008
Number of Months Recurrin Service Provided in funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Amo Eligible Recurring Charges: $9,000.00
Annual Pre-discount unt for ligible Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amoun : $9,000.00
Discount Percentage he USAC: N{A
Funding Commitment Dec~s~on: .00 - Selective - Tech Plan Required
Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: A technology plan covering the current
funding year was not in place at the time of the fil~ng of the Forms 470 and 471.
Technology plans are required when applicants apply for more than basic wireless and
w~rel~ne-telephone serv~ces.

FCDL Date: 12/05/2006
Wave Number: 033
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007

Funding Request Number: 1395333 ~ ~
Funding Status: Not Funded \U
Category of Service: Internet Access ~.~
Form 470 Application Number: 000428104 \ @
SPIN: 143025872 D
Service Provider Na TL
Contract Number: nA~~~~ -=======__~Billing Account Numc
Service Start Date: 07/01/2006
Contract Expiration Date: 06/30{2008
Number of Months Recurrin Service Provided in Funding Year: 12
Annual Pre-discount Am ligible Recurring Charges: $90,000.00
Annual Pre-discount ount for E 'gible Non-recurring Charges: $.00
Pre-discount Amoun : $90,000.00
Discount Percentag e USAC: N/A
Funding Commitment Dec~s~on: .00 - Selective - Tech Plan Required
Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: A technology plan covering the current
funding year was not in place at the time of the fil~ng of the Forms 470 and 471.
Techn9logy plans are reqUired when applicants apply for more than basic wireless and
w~rel~ne telephone serv~ces.

FCDL Date: 12/05/2006
Wave Number: 033
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2007
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